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?RT HI# cH$#H iff 3fTHR HE H# HE H#f f | sp# TTpff HTETcfTH ##TH H> 

3#3Tf#H^r cTH ReicI R HRE TIER t 3f|T HR- HHT ^ 3###Hd ?F#H cf# if \JITRT TTETT % [ 
E?## 3ffE Hf# # f^ET 31# H# # E^H if H#cbd HIE # If 3?fc "3# # 3FJHR H?JcH5 

H^fd cfR E% H | 

2- $Et HIT# # #H-H?cTTcT $ fcF? Mfk H#rf H? 3fgEIIE eM# # %# EH#ZH 

dT^HI folRfck # 3TlkH H# HE 3TH# ff##FHT HEgH HA# HT SEJE# f#Hf HHT HI | 


EM# # EH# cl f#Hteff&H § '- 


(i) ### th n# t>i hr #eir# # Rpr# i vjjcii^,98 # 3 rSrjert eto 

c^IJI‘H 41/2/97-V'H^I^ gKI 3{R)R>fijct <*W Riji i\U\ % j 

(ii) ^cffocf arf^w^^rraiH) 3(iii) T Tc#ze t #>\ ”<# Hf##r # eteR if <## het 

# HHJ# oKH H>E# 9T# HER gTET Hid # cT#H HH^# HR ETHTH 3H# HE# H> 

EIER # # I” 

(iii) HRafcld Cf€k Htcl c#k #T# HE7 EH d# HR vTc 5T ETERI t, H# To c## hh^# 

# EiEcTI % I 

Ov) CMfkPlHO if dcf# HEg# # hRhiir iff Ejf | | 

(v) fH HIE# if tflcfr H 3{R HIEcftT HER R EPYcbR/gT#HT # f-## HH# # §HI^ 

# t I 

(Vl) H#H 3?tE f^# ## # ##<PP <R HEJd Hr# # ^ rT#H HB^# # EH? 

3nRfa> fkHRT ff mkiT t I 

(vii) 5 T TRR«ifa 4 i 4 foki wpf grH qrk t r hex ^ 4 t irr kk r? hiRb 

R? t l 


4. kkk c£ HxRf % ^T TIT RiRTT t 3|R ^ HR HHcIT I T? TREHT WS£RIT 

HTk^TOf ^ kHT3> 2 ^. 98 ^ ^ «R^" ^ g4 Mlf§<!R u l 

^ HHkFlk Hkt TT Ykk 'f^?T Tfk HT^' ^ WI ^ Hlk eft HRcft Mfk 

H>t sfn 


5. HtRjrRT H5T vJ fed Rad 3lk?T HTFf ^IRT ^ RHRlTT ^ 

Wf ^ 2 TJH,98 kt HTRcI 1%HT THT SfT | Hgft, 3TTq?I ^ fc[?fH W1 ^ HcvT'SI f^HT W «TT fcf> Hxk 
RlkRcT cHHchyR km# m# THIHrRt gM TH'flT cfR T? 3IWH d# ^^#,^#311^^ 
HxRt # HH ^ HTRel ^ HHfuWI ^ W ^ T#? R | HE # ^ fcR 

R«ifrr #gv# §q mkwi ^ 15 3^,99 # ^ f^ET fenr 

sji ki RrkRci # nmr# 1 ^hi 4,&8 tm# #fr 1 hi# stRi^rt ^ 

^ #<ftcD % #THH: W8 kHH HE 1 ^HT^,98 ^ HE# Hp5 Rp# f#T t, f## T ^J}EPf ^T E#Rm 
# HEt ^ ^ #B HE kT H^E #TT t I 
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6 . 36 36%73%)d 6 f%5 7T74>N 3% vlUndfed %%c? % Sf^ffTN cTcft^T 3I7773Td 3% 

StdHlffld 357% % fcT\ r 3777-713^ 337% % W8 f%313% %) 3^ f | 3r77--7t3^ y^TRt % ?3 f%3T3dt % 
TRET % 37f%357°T 357 53tcc?f^Jcf 3Ti%77 3)771 % 7T%)3' 3%7 'f%%?T 311% 37%' % 753 % 3%)3573 3% 
*?357Wrf ^ 357% % f%3) 3TT%T f%537 33T 3T i 377J, eFTuT % f% 7%%)%) % ‘TTTfra 377J% ^ 

37 37l7 f%3T t 3fk 7T%)3 377J3’ 33 7%3nge35 3Tf%f%33 % %) 3% 3f%7T3T 3% 3333131 t 7737 373% 
3% 33% 37%) 3771%' 3> 7T3% % 3)7% 33 3%t3573 357 f%3T % 1 


7. ?7f 313% % 7$%)c% % 26 31$H,2000 3% \J3> 3%4d 3441:1 -341 *flfv3lri 3% 3^ 4) 

7%J3d 753315 % 3T7M 3337 tjtj 5 -^fr 33 3T7f?! %T% f%37 337 t :- 


•f Vt I TT V 
7\l \ I 


/;\ 

W 


ti . i vu ^ j . r _iT3» ^rrr 

0»i \i iCli'lv' 


(ii) 


(iii) 


(iv) 


(v) 

(vi) 


-ATrft-ft -V 




63i \ 3V3 36% vi%3 35 v;'I % 3*u33i 137 73 i Nxy^, xii'iiOi 'i VO 4-4'ii 7 7 

3c? 73T3' 3> OT^TTR 13371 33% 3F%' 3% 37 % 3377 t%31 t ! 3? 3t^3% u F 3773 
£ i 3tcT 7133 ^3% % f%713% 3) 337% % 3%7 ftsjft 337 33 737 7373% 3333 33 
3> 3!53f3 MdlRd fe>3| vrflcl! t %!7 '3 44 % gN! <%7 3!% 4!% 43%! % 3|-j7N 4% | 

7%%%% 3% 3% 31 337 357%-773^ 33171 % 333331% Vi 3d 3131 3%7 'f%%# 43%' 
% 4)3 cf%4 %3 3%! 3>7dl I 6df%3, %%)%) 43 q)rf-3^cg .43 i% 31 ftdfTTT -^ 7 % 
E% f%\> '451% % T^M' 4% C3 c l'M!>! u ll 4131345 44! dl^ 45731 3116^’ 7 

37771 ~45T 71%) 3 %T7 'f%%37 5317% 37%' %> 7 o 3 % 3%733T CJ T 31363 36Tf%%T735 3T 
7ft3rejc35, %7% %) f^-lfr! 6 ), gTTT <3777 33F!—33 % 373777 ? fckaT <57737 ritf^u j sj% 
45)55 71457 6, cT4 3(73 1 '->445 31363 37iyf343 7% 3i33!3T 4% 47431 3 Tfb , l' j TlTHPQT^f 5 
37f%f%^3 7% 3T3^Ff f%?7g?7 %) 3# t I fTT 7T3Ef % tM%) c% 4 % <% 3 H 

% 7W y73t7T3 f I %%373%) 7% 2 7^3,98 c% 3 Ti% 71 gT77 c%cTd W 7T7TfcT3 eTT 1 ^ f%57- 
37? % | 4? 7 Mc% gT 77 t%577 Tpr (36M) 31% 7% 3Tg77T7 3% ^ 3T3 7% 77?% 7733 
Pi 14313) <f5T 14 c>437 %) STf^JP^i 0 ! '3i% 3777T7 o i 4 31'%7. 7%%)%) 3% t’Hi) T m% 7% 
7T%t3 - ^ 773 % g4cr%) 3%fe7^ 3% 3377% 3% 3%^ 37133335717 3ff %) | %t333%) 
^ 2 5^7,98 ^ 3n%7T ^ 3T]77R ^ 3371 3^) 31%) t 1 7%%)%) % 77%k 37^3' 

773 357 3eTd 3%%7 357% W, %31 f%37 % | 

%T333 3 FTf%% 3 T 3 v 3777 3317 7P% %7T 7T%)3' TcR % 773 % 313%7 - f3f%37T %)7 37 
337^177 f% 57 T T] 4 T § | 377(77:, 33I7T ^ tjfc ( 33 ^ ^t=tt\ -jsf 7j 
35767131% % 773% % 33 g%cT3i d%73 313 t, 3377 f %3 'f^7 371% 3I67T % 753 

% ^3: 3fM%3 357% % 3767137 3%^ f%35c3 3^t % ! 

7%%)<f| % %) 333 %) % GTT%77 3% ^71337 3% 3%1 7T33TT t | 73377T:, ?77% %% 35T% 
% ^cT 37 3()7 3 %357 3fc35 d%!3 3ldl3!d 3% %1 r'11FBd 357% 33 3T77T3 ?3 1 

63 7145 3T77%3 3T%) % I 63 7^35 3T77ft3 37635 3®ftd $Ts3 - 1 371377 35i7M)4<13 % 
f%3 ^1% 3% ^73^ 357% f | 673 TT37T 35T%t 3% 3 — 1773 ^ 3=^7 ( 0757)77 7 %%%)/ 
k*3i)%)) 7735 357%t 3% ^677^ ^67% % | 3? ^1%) “7%3T7J635 33"' %7TT t 3%7 f7735i 
35)^ 3TTf%35' 36173 3%1 ?%Tr I 3673^ 3^3 33 % f% ^7T% 3]77%3 33R 317T%)3 % 
3 %?I f%rq] 5H -37)7 46! >3dH! 34! ‘3! J 



4 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III —Sec. 4] 


(vii) 

(viii) 


TfjT E[ MiHpV4 TOTE Tf EEC 3<td 'EsT T>MlT E>l 

^cTI^ ETcT FE& ETcft TOT MKlPl’-! TOTE RTRT ^ ‘E^tTO ETET t I 

Ft E^ 


i —« i» , *» TtV nil 

\l MO 


Ci^;sJ J iHi ^ \jf<'C*iiCau Oi!s?i W!*d Mti'Pi ‘35 d 1? 

TO t i% ^ 3(1) ?T 3(iv) dTO E wit TOiTOTET ^ ?Pv 4 E dR^d'd! E#E “cl^f 
ETET en 5 #H' ETO* -tM EE EcdFE feET EET E I ?EE 3 (v) EEf E TTOEE: fEeftfEd 
Edfcl «Edt ET HIEdt EE EFd?I~ ffrW EE! "E I ?ER ElE TdHPd^T Sfcll^ EFT 
^ 3 IdEd 3 eE # 3 TR % PldlRcl dEFf Midi' E?f E 10 ?! E 3 ItE # | ^ 

E?lE |PJ, ^ 3 JtE?T ET EmTO FO 3 (i) El 3 (iv) FElE EThET El HEfEd H#f 

t, FER 3 ER ^< 4 c 4 HO 3 (v) cf!^ 6 >d! § I 'ifrftc! d <£ 3 II<piM E >1 

FHlE HTHlE *T ERd f^Ti t I 


$PsMd 3TPJcT eeeer?m 

(ix) fflTETOET $ TfdY! 3T (fft* ■RTcfTT -TOFTO rTrfTa cSPJf\' 3E #dl|d EE ‘4t | pTCM: 
Wf! ^ ^ RIFT TO ER EE E>T^ -3TT?fT E#T SIT | eMT^T 3TT^ET EE ERd TOTtE 
ER EFT % I 

(X) FER EFT EEE d cfIT RT ?F HR! 'Ed 'ddk MR' E^f -3fR ddlE RTTER $ fo\J Rfc 

itfRcr f i eWm eftReter ^ wr 3 FEiRid f^n t i 

ERpfta Edd -ERF 3?R fE'^fRaiEcTE' u !E EfR *ERT ^1 '5H E ETE^ f i 

(xi) 4 PM ^ EEI\ y ETdt Elddl E! | F^TE CRM I cfHik'E^ <fi 

3||^| ^ afJER 4<d fivET ^ I 


ER^ftE dkgd REM 

(xii) "dcfrE' EldlEld dR Et E"^ fRETER EERT (#3TR4j!) ^ TEM ^ t i cR 

^tcjfTRrft E4 4>1 J IT 4^ f%FE ‘P'A dl 4 ^ FT EEnft ^ ^ % f^cd ^ZTR ER% ^ 

cRF EFEF t I 

(xiii) cJtWRft TT ftd(dd f^Terff^cT ETRT ^ frP? f^RE TRRRf ETE-pF #TT ET%n | 

^TEp RT *JE wr %# »fr EF cfd>'E 1 ld E# t | 

(Xiv) cPK’MPft ^ 3||^[ Rd cp}^ 3IR?E45dT E# # | Ef^ ^ '41, 

E 7 3 RFT 4 >|p 4 ^ # ETI EET^ »ft j %T-TR? 3 ft? Wlf-TR^ EERf 4^1 

P^-^|ER ^ fEcEER 3 IETcf?EET HERE EET E?[ Ef t | 


4>eRRTl Edd RTFS 

(xv) ^ ^TJEtfl ^ 3TFE?T 3M^) E#f # t | f?# f^MpId, FEE 3H^?T EE 
E«EE: EIET t, f^RRT d€Uf EEdt E? ElR f^ET EET t | 

(xvi) fE EIEcT ^ ^3TR?ft ^ fEcE^d -31^ EER ^ E^f ^?9T ETT EERTT I ElElf^ Ef^EcfE 
3TR JRJcET E?T ERdf^E? EE f^pftd ER% ^ f?F7 EEET-EFE^ 5TERf (#3TR#) EE 

3HEYEE> t? I 
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(x\ si) SRJcMT ffteifad MRft ft 'M'ldlMVd fftft MSd MR t" MM fft^Td t | MMdf 
M?T fftfd d^ft ^jcM ft fift? ftdd MM?M> t | crftiM MRjft ^ ft!dRpP 3lfftfftdd 

ft ^RdlM! ft! M# t I 

(xviii) ’fftft?T Rift Mid Mid! Mft ^Mdld MRft M>! SiMd! 3?RfM> plft! s? 1 dfc>ciR3d <Hl Mid 
fft^Tl vifH cflcM ft! ftft! ft ^ | dft STWfft! cfft M? MRcffHcT fftdT ^RTT SfT | 
MlR|Rd4> fttd^d arf^RfiR eft MRT 3(16) ft <MimR* Rs?M' ft! qR'MIMI ft! 

Mi? f t, ftdd ftft vriplvill MM HdlKd cIMiM Mid' Rsf RT dRcTi ft I 

Md MTM R3dT MTf%T[ % vafokrtRsJci ftdt Rglfti MM ufrMrcft 3000 T?dftl ft 3lfftM>“ ft, 

ft! 1ft ciimiRcp Rgiftr ft ftp? miRiRmm! ftej^d sffftfftid eft etrt 3 ( 16 )^ 

3Tdftd RldRd ftl m i ftRT ft l 

(xix) fftft! ’ft f^SlfcT ft dfftRfftrd fttftf R?lftf MM OTTO ftdel SITcrfftp dMcRd fttdT ft 
I ft ftftfrft!/lJM<ftlft! ft ftcRTR 3TMfftft ft ftRTd ft! 3Tlft M?ft ft I 

(XX) ft fttftt RTTFR ft fftl? MRjft Mft e£cdft dft! MR?! | fdffti?, Rft ftlMFgdcp 

3lRlRlMH <ft SPJ'FTR fftft?T ullft Mid’ dTdT J IMI SIT i 

(xxi) dft ft did d 2.26 ft ft!Wfft eft 3dftff gR! ftftRfd fftdT MM! Ml | ^ft ft^ft 
fPJ, ?dft gRT 3!Tft?T 3RIMT gft ft did ft ddd cilKMIl MT Mffd* qftd fft>M Rift MM 
IRd dcM’d dftl slcl I | 

(xxii) gd ^d Mid ft dddd dftf ft fft eft 3Tlft?l R1 MMil MRIM wff MMIcH) <ft 

ft^ft ft df^Mcfd MTTRFR cpVcl ^ ‘dcftM Midi MTcft MTglufr ft ft 3fR ftcfcT ^IMlMT 
3(v) dfddfed Mlftt fteff M? TMT^ ftdT t | 311^?! WI ft M5T MTHT MTlflM | ftt 
<^Tf ftdttTM) 3(iii) ft fftMT W t, ^ft ft^TfllTO 3(v) ^RT TOTRT d^f fftTMT MM dMMM I 

^TftMMi eft 3M^I eftl ciiKsyi eft! cli^-Hft^ <1^ § I 

(xxiii) Mdft <HMft ffteft Mft ft 3Mft?T ft 3T^OTR ^P fftdT ft TRlftlft! ft ftft 

ifTMcft ft M^gcT MRft ft fcM? MRT-’JdcT dfftlMd ftdlcTM gRT MfMMdft! ft! 

fefft MM Md ft MMdK M>l *c|M 1997 ft <^ft MlHefti ft fftftftl m!' ej^d cp^-|| CM KM epy 
fftdT SM I 

8. MTdft ft! vftd-M^dM ft ft!dd k'Mlftld MTMM ^MMT ft ftdft ft 3fR TIMM EMTM 

fftq Mnft ft 3MW7 R RFdfc^cl fft^Tf^T vJMTcf! ftft! t :- 

(i) fftdRTfttd 'TFRMT dftlM' 3ft? vMTft Mid' fteft ft ft ftftj ft ?TT 

Mlfftep^ui ft fftdlft 2 \^M,98 ft 3TTft?T ft MMRT 'JcMFT ^ Mcflft Ml* ^ | dfftd, M? 
dcftyftlM t fft dHTMT 3ITft?T ft MMRT ^dPd d€l ^ t, MfcM? ft! ft eft gRT 
ddeft oMI'IsMI 3?R MMftl ft MMRI deM'd t | ft! ft! ft, Mg fftSMdT t fft dft 
3fTftd TJM> Reifft ft! W MRft ft feft? MT, dRlft Rdft fftlftd Mlfftr ft feM? 3TMdR 
fftcT MMT | 
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'ftfllfft ^TRtteTfft STTT dft RET E-MI ft, E? E>gET Tift Eft t fft ftft 3TTft?i ftl fttft 

31TE?EE>cTT Eftf sft i ET^cI:, Tift H??IEvRt ft fTT HWft ft ftfa ^fftrEftE 

Eft V^ElcTT ET^ ERft Eft fftfttl WE eft | 

Rwfft 3H<R<*> 3?lT $fftiH 3lii|<rt EETMftftsH IKl Tlfti HW Rill Mil! § Rk T<|ii 
Tuft?! ft g&T WE ft TTcftrg fftET EET % fft Tlft?REE -3ITftfT sfTT ElfftE>TE gRT 

?lftfE ETcTTEET EE ERwRcf ERft ft fftftE 3TME ft ElfftcT fftET EET ET | E£ EEE 
-qfef-ft^ wft ft U -j ift Rer ciftR eteteicI Eft ftcrnRci ete aft tner aft 

^fwff^ci fttfcrft aw^RfftEi eet an i 

EtcT-RTE^ EER fttcT ft TcR ft 3EJER ETJFT fftlj ETlft f | fft# ftf fttcT E>T TER 
ERrft IWET-EE ft 3EJTTR Wfe fftET ETTcTT t ! EE# aft fftw ET ftT-ft ft •‘JR 

tew ee $n trie ft"ftrt aflfer Ettft i 

'SRJoW ft Tftrft ft Mid ft Tffttftcf MlMcE ft ETEEfR -ElTI 3lfftfftEE 3TR <1lfftREE> 
ftkgE 3lfftfftEH ft T^TTEd EEJE t, fttERJRE EfftfftEE ft 5TTEHH Edft Elftft EE 
vEReWE cfRft ft fiftj STTfftE Mft fftlf ^T TRPft | 

fftftEER. vftffifft ftnft ElftcR eflfRI fftfftftg gRT Ecftn Ift-MT EET t fft EEET-EE^ 
SWlft ft SRftvrHiaf 3TEET #ET?]cE 3?fftfftEE ft TElft ft CfftR’ aft? ETlft ETcft 

wft ft ftft c ftcw Eft f t ^nfftTr qg ww Eftftfft ftftft ft ftd-ft^ swift 
ft fftlf'Rf ft fft^ ftTEf ft #j?E TEW ftl 8TEERET 3 TtTTEE> EEf cWJ ER ft | 

TWEE', fttftft ft ftft^REE Eflft?r Eft Eft ft EFT ft Tfft EEfftcT Efft ft .EfftEWE 
ft TIE ft TWS fftET eVu I ftE THE ft <^V3 ft ft Cl ft^Ed ft TIME Ri< ftTJ 

?pftT ft fftR MET El | sRftftfE. E? fftlftR^ ERET WE?EE» ftlET fft 2 ^(,98 EE 
ETlftEI EfftEcftf ftftft wfftEI ft Elft ft <ftq<M igt? TE^ERR ftft ft ft Eft ft SR CjfR Eft 
ft MH ft Wft ft vJMel^E fftftt MIE^IW EE ElfftEERT ER 7 ^ ft fftlj E'ft 2R | 

EftftC. vftwlfTftT ftcl ftEEE H^lR^TcR ft ETRT EMFI-E^ ft tftfftEE TEE ft ETlfftef 
ftft ft I ^TTfcP?, ftft fftft'Ed ETdftET ft ftft CRrft TcR ft ftftl ft fftft EEET 
EE ftft? Eft fttET Enfft? I IftR ft, eR ftwfft ftlftft ETT1 E>81 EEI ft fft 
3WFI- EE ftER EIIEfftE ftr ET 2fT, TTE '3RRTcT 35E%ff ft ftlTPT ftdf 

Eft ftEcf "clftE' EPlft ft EE5 TWTEI ftft | E? FTC Eft ft tft ft'ft ft ft EEFTME 
Eft TTRsT EET ERft EE 'lift EEt ^ET I 

fftftEER, R^II-aiE'C'd^m ETH R3TTT 3ftT ERlftE ETW RTRT ^fti WEEE 3?fT ^ftt 
(ET5TET vRlft TWFT) EEft ft TRft ft ftcft Eft *clftE' Eft Ml-Edl tftt | TfEEv 
ETcT E? t fft TEft Tftftft E?ft vlft “clftTf' ftftt ft ToE ft EWcTT SIT j 

Tft'ftft EE EE Tift fft Mkl-TH*; EMlft Eft IftcEEE EfeHT ERft Eft ftT3T ETT TTEnTT, 

O 

Tift Eft ft I ERcTRqS ERcfft-l 3ft? E^JcEj Eft ETTcTfftE5 ftft (ftcT-TTE^) fftftE 
E^Tft ft foTTJ EEftf—ftE^ TT’IRt ET 5Tift ^RT ftf? Rei EREI TWIT ft Eft ft | 
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TT^ ffr TPFTf Tjft f^FT Fw TjeS t£ vTTST ^FTTT £. Ffftj ' qT T TTqiu RtF 7}fq 

cR TRnTT t' ^ RlcSKi q? q^t-q, ffalFT c& feiq 3TT^7fj f, c|q f | qf qTcR} 

ITORf ^ fcF? IJfFFcT £ CifR qfq-qq^ WW?\ ^ fc^ q# | 

'vRn^ oRIHjRrh uiglvfr, 'TiRc^ >idUrt rf> fc^U rjv^n' 7T J-i^ftTrf F!M!(i! <T>T ?P?> 

f^r^FT % qqfifrT qff t gffv fqffAn fqqq Tfjq— qqrrqq qff q?f tt^ f | 

■q^Tq qpq FT?#fTr qq «3crT'@ qTqif qTd F^IFK ST^T qf ^ilill'b 3(i) F 3(iv) 
alR RrRrf^e qqfq <£ pfif#Fr qq TddiRf ifm ni^ trctf wtro 3 (v) 'iff q 
qijf?}q 3TT%7RR qq cRi q#f F#f £ I IF 3fr£?I f>T q>f£?q cpfra' wv if qRqTTq 
cp F4i TfPTefr ap[ RfHI^HN SIlfocT <Rqr£ :- 

> 'HIHI'^-T 1T^ qNcffq FTcT m ^flF!^Jc<(7 qRcftfq -3TTf?T <£ 3 TRW qv 

qRTfctf q>FTT i 

> -fcT^T TflFf TTTcT Fm TFT HSlPl3*l5> £RI Tiqft 'Rtf^S 3Teff§T ^ 

Flf#F' 7f> SFJFR qRf?Rf qFRT | 

> 'f^?T Tqjif flF qfcf q>7 qfa^q HflPl^[<t> giq dRl 'rl^k fR! flR 
dl^F' ^ 3FJFR ‘iRltRi qFTT I 

ffcnrro 3(v) iff qq qqd cT£faf q^Rf q> Fq if q^^ qR#q 

TTfgTvTfl $> *TTKFfr <T5t ?TTRm cfr^Ti m I q^T^R 0 ! £ % qqif'q?' 3Fd?7j •foqi qq] 
STT f^7 FRcf 3 cf>f£ 3RT 3719^47 -VffT #17 i sjqqq qrc^qq 'qRlfiftl 

wrglufC q* f*ft ^FiFf TRt wf^?r ^>FTT SJT | 

2 75J^,98 & IRqT & eT^FT 77fk 7RT vSFcfcT f^?T TTfRT 

c[f^ %ft <£ ^74 if qRlrfl 3?T^?T/77TT^#H 731^ cfT^ cfff yftRjT TRf fclPlf?^ cR^m 

foFJ 2JT | 3l«cfl <wi|1 ^ cT?TR/vJdTt^ ITT ^ wp< q?f ‘siaix-T 

Rl^tkir Tf'SfTTT ‘qRtfaf TRRqi ^ vrq if ^<3T viTHT ^tUtt I 

(x) 7^RfT% v3d}if f^rr w t fcf7 2 7^T.9R ^ 3nt?T 7RT fcfRf^ <XWTQ 777^ 

7JI7TRIT7T ^>f qWlRil ^7FlT 2R \ c||Rrf^^ flcjff 3jR)PliJH ^ yfcR}Ff? ^ 3FpTR 

qt7T-F^ flFRf ^ WTTtTJHT^ rT^T ^137^^ ^TRcfFT Wf ^ gpg FTH 

TlTfT fd^l vxlMI b I s?Ft u4ld r 1 ^7J TJjpft TJtI Rjvm 3FTcTr ^el 7F27T7 TfJT 9^4 

3f1R»r9 T^f't | 757^ 7T7f> 7f>f^ ^JT^T TJciv 9vH ^ "HKclli) Mxl-i ?R7 cj>f 

ToTRfY t, ?ra TTcP TJf Wit ^[TT ^TTFfrq d^RTT fcTl^ . 

•/t-l I TJf f^ 'HIRel ^f Ffc7 '7il i 1l^<?9>—7T^ ^Flt ^f ^dl4 TfFj 7^ ^ 3fR 

^TfcTq,^H^ qtcT ^ q^q | T^nf^ 'dM^ki ^TBTFP 

5(vi) A q?^ TJc^J f^TT 4 I9I t 1% 16c9^ u f ^ 7 f ^ f$ vilrl ^HlT ^ 

1#J qrFT MKIcflM A W^J qff q? TE^ff 737TRT W | 

(xi) FfW Tgqqj^ if #M A W+HI<4*I 73TeT-ip?T qRl?F ^TcFT ^ ^ tpq 

73'dff\y f^qj 8JT, RfTFf^ 3T^fTR 'qtrfTTTF 1 ! ^ ^f FFTeff ^ 'f^?T TiTT^ IT^' 

qfTTf <J> qp^ qHT TjqqT qr%q PIT I W qkff 1 ? FcRT Tnffeqjy m qqqoy |^IT 


(viii) 

Cix) 
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'l i ving nr£ arrafxT mR u »*i'w , »m f^oi^ ^ 1 

^ 3i i <>f tc h ~ d^Rfcl ffol ff>[ Rnfcl ff>) ^ fo\ r n€t n€t ffffH ^ I 
$\ lldd A, TN<f>N chi cbl4chl$ mRm-* in «ll^c+>^ui cp nifafocb 
<& ^r #ftct 'iff ^ Tram i 

9. MRanud: 3?R cfTRuft ^ ^ *lw* 

gTRT'SRgcr nn ^ tcTicpk <P7cTi “t sftr #5t^T £ n^ cp^iT I I 

10. TfrM ramr 11 % qtcT-ms wp# ^r ffrjcft ^ ^^tct 

Tjtcft ffit 1 \gell^,98 T^ dc£iU' ffTff ffH! raR ! 

ir in ?i5zi ^ ncraj 5 n? raw in cra^ra irm Rranm wcTr t, 3#rsif^i 

nsF5t Tnft smffsmAtr aftr n^PT^rt rat ^r ra-Pi =£ fcivj 2 ^n,98 fft 3rr^?r ra? ^ '~^* 1 ^ 

■^mr airasrara itnT 1 m ffrfstrarn in Tran ^ djs sm Mnnt gin nsra ra? 3rra " 3 ^t rat ^ mf^m 
^n[ in rara?t *t nro Tra Tt f^nrr dRra 1 


m- tw, 3T«w 
[ ferm/3/4/3rararTor/i 43/2000 ] 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2000 

No. TAMP/108/99-CPT.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Sections 48, 49 and 50 of the Major Port 
Trusts Act, 1963 (38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby disposes of the application made by 
M/s. Mercator Lines Limited as in the Order appended hereto. 

SCHEDULE 

Case No. TAM P/ 108 / 99 -CPT 


M/s. Mercator Lines Limited 

• • ■ 

Applicant 


Vs. 


The Calcutta Port Trust (CPT) 

• • ■ 

Respondent 

O R D 

E R 



(Passed on this 12th day of May 2000) 


This case relates to applications dated 1 September 99 and 10 
September 99 from Mercator Lines Limited about their coastal vessels 
(i MT.NALON and MT.RICHA) being charged ‘foreign-going’ rates by the 
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Calcutta Port Trust (CPT) and the Haldia Dock Complex (HDC). They have 
stated that these two vessels are plying on a dedicated coastal run on the basis 
of coastal licence issued by the Director General (Shipping). The cargo is 
loaded ex-shore tanks of IOCL, Paradip Terminal and meant to discharge at 
Budge Budge into IOCL shore tanks. The CPT and the HDC are classifying 
these vessels as foreign - going and charging tariffs as such. 

2. In accordance with the procedure prescribed for processing of 
such cases, the CPT was requested to offer their comments on the applications 
of Mercator Lines Limited. 

3. The relevant comments of the CPT are as follows: 

(i) The Scale of Rates of the CPT have been superseded by the 
TAMP’s notification No.TAMP/2/97-MPT dated 1 July 98. 

(ii) Paragraph 3(lii) of die aforesaid Notification states “in case of 
such conversion, coastal rates shall be charged by the load port 
from the time the vessel starts loading coastal goods”. 

(iii) A converted coastal vessel ;can enjoy coastal marine rates only 
she carries coastal goods. 

(iv) The Customs Act defines coastal goods. 

(v) In these cases, the vessels carried foreign cargo from another 
Indian Port to Calcutta/Haldia. 

(vi) The entire exercise to charge differential rates for coastal and 
foreign vessels is to offer certain economic concession to coastal 
goods. 

(vii) Under these circumstances, marine charges meant for foreign- 
going vessels are charged on these vessels. 


IH 3 Sir, 1 1 zoos-Z 
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4. As can be gauged from file replies of the CRT, it is seen that the 

problem has apparently been caused by the phrase ‘coastal goods’* used in 
the Authority’s Order dated 2 June 98 in which the Authority had prescribed a 
system of classification of vessels as ‘coastal’ and ‘foreign-going’ for tariff 
purposes. 


5. The Order in reference of the Authority was passed on 2 June 98 

with reference to a case relating to the Chennai Port Trust (CHPT). Although 
the Order specifically stated that the system of classification prescribed therein 
was for common adoption by ail the major ports, there was still doubt in the 
minds of some ports about its applicability to their cases. To remove this 
confusion, the Authority passed another Order on 15 April 99 clarifying the 
position and reiterating that the system of classification prescribed would be 
effective from 1 July 98. With reference to this clarificatory notification, the CPT 
appears to have taken some decisions on the subject with effect from 1 July 98 
which has caused further confusion about rates being revised with 
retrospective effect. 


6 - !t is wall known that, in accordance with Government’s stated 

policy, some concessions are given in vessel-related charges for encouraging 
coastal traffic. The Order in reference of the Authority was passed to introduce 
a uniform system of classification of vessels as ‘coastal’ and ‘foreign-going’ in 
the context of these concessions in vessel-related charges. But, the CPT 
appears to have laid emphasis on the phrase ‘coastal goods’; taken recourse 
to the definition given in the Customs Act of ‘coastal goods’; and, classified the 
vessels with reference to the ‘goods’ carried. 


7. A joint hearing was held in this case at the CPT on 26 April 2000. 

The main points raised at the joint hearing are summarised below: 

Mercator Lines Limited 

(i) . Our vessels were earlier classified as ‘coastal’. But, the CPT Jias 

now changed to “foreign-going’ rates with reference to ‘origin of 
the cargo’. This approach is wrong. The concessions are given 
in vessel-related charges; and, the status of a vessel is 
determined by its Certification and not by the cargo it carries. 

(ii) . The Scale of Rates of CPT does not make any distinction 

between ‘coastal cargo’ and ‘foreign-cargo’ for purposes of 
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cargo-related charges. Why should the CPT suddenly introduce 
a concept of ‘origin of cargo’ and for determining vessel-related 
charges at that? 

(ili), Classification of vessels as ‘coastal 8 or ‘foreign-going’ must be 
determined with reference to the Certificate issued by the Director 
General of Shipping or by the Customs as the case may be. If 
there is any doubt, provisions of the Merchant Shipping Act must 
be referred to. The provisions of the Customs Act are not 
relevant at all. The CRT’s Scale of Rates contains clear 
provisions in this regard. The 2 June 98 Order of the TAMP only 
introduces some modifications. It does not supersede all the 
relevant provisions of the Scale of Rates as (wrongly) claimed by 
the CPT. There was, therefore, no need for the CPT to alter the 
earlier classification of our vessels as ‘coastal’. Even with 
reference to the 2 June 98 Order of the TAMP, the position does 
not change. The CPT has introduced confusion by misapplying 
the phrase ‘coastal goods’. 

(iv) . All our vessels have been duly certified by the Director General of 

Shipping to be 'coastal' in status. In fact, one of our vessels (viz. 
MT.RICHA ) is a totally coastal vessel in the sense that, with 
reference to its life period, we have no option for its re-conversion 
to ‘foreign-going’. 

(v) . The CPT has not appreciated the spirit of the TAMP Order. 

Apparently, the intention behind it was to encourage coastal traffic 
and not to emphasise ‘origin of cargo’. 

(vs). We are an Indian party. We carry cargo for an Indian customer 
viz. the Indian Oil Corporation. We carry the said cargo from one 
Indian port (viz. the Paradip Port) to another Indian port (viz. CPT/ 
HDC). That the cargo involved is ‘Customs-bonded’ is not of any 
material significance. What is of significance is the fact that it had 
entered the Indian port of Paradip and landed there. 

(vii). It is also noteworthy that our vessels carrying the said ‘bonded 
cargo’ from the Paradip Port to the CPT/HDC are being treated 
as ‘coastal’ by the Paradip Port Trust 

(viii). The Order in reference of the TAMP has five operative clauses. 
From the wording of the clauses, it is apparent that Clauses 3(i) to 
3(iv) refer to vessels having ‘Coastal Voyage Licenses’ involving 
conversions with reference to cargo operations. Clause 3(v) ibid 
obviously refers to cases of dedicated coastal vessels. Our 
vessels are covered by ‘specified period licences’; and, as such, 
they fell in the category of dedicated coastal vessels. That being 
so, paragraphs 3(i) to 3(iv) of the TAMP Order are not at all 
relevant to our case; we are covered only by paragraph 3(v). The 
CPT has misapplied the TAMP Order in our case. 
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(ix) . The intention behind the TAMP Order was obviously to promote 

coastal trade. Apparently, there was no intention to emphasise 
‘origin of cargo’. The CPT is misapplying the Order. 

(x) . All the vessels engaged by us are ‘coastal’ in status, dedicated to 

coastal trade. The Director General of Shipping has certified 
them to be so also. Significantly, the Paradip Port Trust and the 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust also treat them as such. 

(xi) . The CPT also was earlier treating our vessels as ‘coastal’. They 

have changed their classification with reference to the TAMP 
Order. 

SHIPPING CORPORATION OF INDIA 

(xii) . The concessions given to ‘coastal’ traffic are in respect of vessel- 

related charges (VRC). How can VRC be covered by nature of 
cargo? This is total distortion of billing by the CPT. 

(xiii). Nature of vessel must be the sole criterion for determining 
concessions in VRC. ‘Origin of cargo’ has no relevance at all. 

(xiv). There was no need for the TAMP Order. If there was any error in 
classification, it could have been dealt with in different ways. 
Unnecessary complication has been introduced by mixing vessel- 
related and cargo-related charges. 

CALCUTTA PORT TRUST 


(xv) . The CPT has not ignored the spirit of the TAMP Order. On the 

contrary, it has gone ipso facto by the Order which emphasises 
coastal cargo. 

(xvi) . In this case, VRC cannot be seen totally in isolation. Reference 

to cargo-related charges (CRC) is necessary to decide on actual 
conversion and actual levy of tariff. 

(xvii). In tariff fixation, ‘what the traffic can bear’ is a relevant principle. 
Nature of cargo is a factor relevant to its value. ‘Coastal goods’ 
has been defined in the Customs Act. 

(xviii). ‘Foreign-going vessels’ have a higher capacity to pay. The two 
vessels in reference are foreign going. They were only converted 
temporarily. They cannot, therefore, be taken to be ‘dedicated 
coastal vessels’. Section 3(16) of the Merchant Shipping Act 
defines ‘home trade ships’; only such ships can be called 
‘dedicated coastal vessels’. 
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It has also be recognised that all the three ships in reference have 
a GRT greater than 3000 MT which is the limit prescribed under 
Section 3(16) of the Merchant Shipping Act for ‘home trade 
ships’. 

(xix) . In any case, the certification for the three vessels in reference is 

only intermittently available. They have been calling at the CPT/ 
HDC even during the ‘gap periods’. 

(xx) . All the three ships in reference did not carry goods for home 

consumption. They had, in terms of the Customs Act, therefore, 
to be treated as *foreign-going’. 

(xxi) . Clause 2.26 of the Scale of Rates was amended by the TAMP 

Order. That being so, there can be no question of our 
misinterpreting or misapplying either the Order or the Scale of 
Rates. 

(xxii). We do not agree that the TAMP Order was intended mainly iui 
‘ coastal voyage ships’ involving conversion with reference to 
cargo operations; and. that only paragraph 3(v) applies to the 
three vessels in reference. An Order has to be read in tote. What 
is given in paragraph 3(iii) cannot be extinguished by paragraph 
3(v). The Applicants are distorting interpretation of the TAMP 
Order. 

(xxiii). We corrected our billing with reference to the TAMP Order. But, 
HDC started charging foreign-rates in such cases from 1997 itself 
on the basis of a letter from the Ministry of Surface Transport 
requiring the major ports to charge ‘foreign-rates’ in such cases. 

8. With reference to the totality of information collected during the 

processing of this case, and on the basis of a collective application of mind, the 
following position is seen to emerge: 

(i) . The problem under discussion is made out to have been caused 

by this Authority's Order dated 2 June 98 about classification of 
vessels as ‘coastal’ and ‘foreign-going’. But, it must be pointed 
out that the problem has been caused not by the Order but by its 
interpretation and application by the CPT. Be that as it may, it is 
ironic that an order meant to clarify a position should have given 
an opportunity for achieving the opposite. 

(ii) . It is not correct to say, as has been argued by the SCI, that there 

was no need for such an order. In fact, there was a specific 
demand for introducing uniformity of definitions and approach in 
the matter at all the major ports. 
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*(iii). As has been rightly stressed by the Applicant and the Indian Oil 
Corporation, and as has been stated in the body of the Order 
itself, the impugned order was passed by this Authority with the 
specific intent of encouraging coastal traffic. This was done with 
reference to the stated governmental policy of promoting coastal 
traffic by giving concessions in vessel-related charges. 

(iv) . Vessel-related charges are levied with reference to the status of 

the vessel. The status of a vessel is determined by its 
Certification. The nature of cargo or ‘origin of the cargo’ has no 
relevance in this context at all. 

(v) . For matters relating to vessels in the context of tariff, the Major 

Port Trusts Act and the Merchant Shipping Act are the relevant 
Statutes; provisions of the Customs Act cannot be brought in to 
override their prescriptions. 

Significantly, as has been pointed out by Mercator Lines Limited, 
for purposes of cargo-related charges, there is no distinction 
between ‘coastal’ and ‘foreign’ cargo; or, any reference to the 
Customs Act. It is not clear, therefore, why the CPT suddenly 
introduced a concept of ‘origin of the cargo’ for determining 
vessel-related charges at that 

Possibly, the CPT understood the impugned order to amount to a 
total supersession of all the relevant clauses in its Scale of Rates. 

Some indication to this effect was available in the arguments 
advanced at the joint hearing. It will, therefore, be necessary to 
specify that the 2 June 98 Order was only to introduce some 
clarifications about the conversion process and not to supersede 
any basic provisions already available in the Scale of Rates. 

(vi) . Admittedly, the vessels in reference here are duly covered by 

such Certification from the Director General of Shipping. There 
should, therefore, have been no doubt about their status in the 
face of such definite documentation. Even if, as alleged by the 
CPT, the Certification was only intermittently available, there 
should have been some problem in treating these vessels as 
‘coastal’ only during the ‘gap periods’. It is not clear why the CPT 
has chosen to discredit the certification altogether. 

Significantly, the Visakhapatnam Port Trust and the Paradip Port 
Trust are reported to be recognising these vessels as ‘coastal’ 
vessels based on the same Certification and with reference to the 
same (or, similar) cargo. Interestingly, the CPT itself had earlier 
been recognising them as ‘coastal’ vessels! 

(vii) . The CPT argument that vessel-related charges cannot be seen 

totally in isolation is not correct Its insistence on reference to 
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cargo-reiated charges to decide on actual conversion and actual 
levy of (vessel-related) tariff is incomprehensible. 

The argument that the nature of cargo is relevant to its value 
which is necessary for fixing the tariff on the principle of ‘what the 
traffic can bear’ is valid. Only, this Is relevant to cargo-related 
charges and not to vessel-related charges. 

(viii). The CRT argument relating to ‘home trade ships*, ‘goods for 
home consumption’, etc., are not germane to the issue in focus, 
and are not, therefore, gone into. 

(ix) . The Applicants’ argument about paragraph 3(0 to 3(iv) of the 

impugned Order of this Authority referring to ‘coastal voyage 
licenses’ and only paragraph 3(v) ibid referring to ‘specified 
period licenses’ is alsc misplaced. The Order is meant to cover 
all cases of conversion to ‘coastal* status as follows: 

> Conversion, on the basis of a Customs Conversion Order 
of an Indian vessel with a general license. 

> Conversion, with reference to a ‘Specified Period License* 
issued by the Director General of Shipping, <of a ‘foreign- 
going’ vessel. 

> Conversion, with reference to a ‘Coastal Voyage License’ 
issued by the Director General of Shipping, of a ‘foreign- 
going’ vessel. 

Paragraph 3(v) ibid was meant to cover cases of Indian vessels 
registered only for ‘coastal’ runs. That was why it was stated 
therein that, in such cases, no other documents would be 
required. It was not meant to cover any cases of ‘converted 
vessels’ at all. 

The reference of loading and unloading of cargo was made in our 
earlier order of 2 June 98 to specify the process of giving effect to 
the Conversion Order / Licence in respect of foreign-going 
vessels. In other words, the cargo loading / unloading aspect 
should be seen as a ‘conversion factor’ and not as a 
‘characteristic feature’ of the status of the vessel. 

(x) . As earlier stated, the specific intent of the 2 June 98 Order was to 

promote coastal traffic. For purposes of vessel-related charges, 
in terms of the provisions of the Merchant Shipping Act, ‘coastal’ 
has to be taken to mean from one Indian Port to another Indian 
Port. The nature of cargo or its origin will be of no relevance for 
this purpose. So long as the voyage is from one Indian Port to 
another Indian Port, it will remain ‘coastal’ irrespective of whether 
the vessel carried Indian or foreign cargo. That the vessels in this 
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case were carrying Customs-bonded cargo cannot, therefore, be 
of any consequence to classification of the vessel. As earlier 
stated in paragraph 5(vi) above, what is significant is the fact that 
the said foreign cargo had entered the Indian port of Paradip and 
landed there. 


(xi). At the joint hearing, the CPT has incidentally referred to an old 
communication from the Ministry of Surface Transport to the 
effect that cases of such ‘transhipped cargo’ should be deemed 
to be cases of ‘foreign-going’ vessels. This instruction appears to 
have been the consequence of an audit objection about loss of 
reventie Caused by wrong classification of vessels. In the light of 
what has been stated above, the said communication cannot be 
said to have correctly appreciated the legal position, in any case, 
an executive circular of the Government cannot restrict the scope 
of statutory jurisdiction of this Authority. 

rt 

9. In the result, and for the reasons given above, the Authority 
allows the application submitted by M/s. Mercator Lines Limited and rejects the 
contentions of the CPT. 

10. The CPT is directed to treat the vessels in reference as coastal’ 
for the purpose of charging vessel-related charges with effect from 1 July 98. 

11. Notwithstanding the fact that this case is disposed of by this 
Order, it will be necessary to consider a possible elaboration of the 2 June 98 
Order to remove all ambiguities and inadequacies of expression. This Authority 
will take a total view in the matter separately taking also into account the other 
issues in this connection raised by some other ports. 


S. SATHYAM. Chairman 
l Advt/lII/IV/Exty/143/2000] 


Pi lilted bv the Manager. Govt, of India Press. Ring Road. Mayapuri. New Delhi-110064 
and Published by the Controller of Publications. Delhi-J10054 



